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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 6/2/201 1 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Before address the applicant's arguments, the Examiner will explain the rejection and 
why the rejection is proper when considering the breadth of the claims. 

Claim 1 is drawn to a system for streaming media to a view for a request for the media. 
The system comprises a stream routing processor and a stream caster. The applicant 
specification describes functions performed by stream routing processors and stream casters but 
the specification does not provide any limiting definitions of the terms that the Examiner can 
give patentable weight to. Therefore the Examiner can only consider the limitations that are 
explicitly claimed regarding the stream routing processor and stream caster when determining 
the patentability of these elements. 

The first element of claim 1 is a stream routing processor. The Examiner relied upon the 
Merchant Server in Wiser to anticipate the claimed stream routing processor. 

The first limitation of the stream routing processor is to receive reservation data 
comprising a valid reservation identification. Claim 1 does limit the definition of a reservation 
identification. The Examiner relied upon col. 16, lines 44-48 of Wiser to show "reservation data 
comprising a valid reservation". Any purchase request is reservation data because a purchase 
request is data pertaining to a reservation. The purchase request comprises a "reservation 
identification" in the form of the media ID. The media ID identifies the media to be reserved and 
therefore is a "reservation identification" according to the breadth of the claims. As explained in 
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the previous office action, the purchase request can include both valid and invalid media ID's, as 
evidenced in col. 17, lines 7-9 of Wiser. The claims do not preclude the stream routing processor 
from receiving both valid and invalid "reservation identifications"; instead the claims only 
require that the stream routing processor be able to receive valid reservation identifications. As 
shown, Wiser clearly satisfies this requirement and thus anticipates the first limitation of the 
stream routing processor in claim 1. 

The second limitation of the stream routing processor is to transmit the valid reservation 
identification. With respect to the first limitation of the stream routing processor the Examiner 
identified the media ID as covering a reservation identification. In col. 16, line 66-col. 17, line 3, 
Wiser the merchant server clearly satisfies the second limitation of the stream routing processor 
as the merchant server is transmitting the media ID to the content server. Col. 16, line 66-col. 
17, line 3 covers both valid media ID's and invalid media ID's but again, claim 1 only require 
that valid media ID's are sent but do not preclude the stream router processor from transmitting 
both valid and invalid ID's. 

The Examiner relied upon the combination of the delivery server and content manager to 
teach the claimed stream caster. This interpretation is appropriate because the applicant's 
specification does not provide a limiting definition for what a stream caster comprises so the 
Examiner must interpret the stream caster to cover only what is explicitly claimed. There is 
nothing in claim 1 that precludes the stream caster from covering multiple elements. 

One of the applicant's main arguments is that "Wiser teaches away from such a 
combination and such a combination would render the disclosure of Wiser unsatisfactory for its 
intended purpose". The applicant's argument seems to ignore the Figure on the front page of the 
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Wiser patent. Clearly, in Figure IB, the delivery server and the content manager are working 
together as part of the Music Distribution Center 124. In order to help the applicant understand 
how the teachings of Wiser read on the applicant's claim language, the Examiner will refer to the 
combination of the delivery server and the content manager as the Music Distribution Center. 

In the applicant's claim 1, the first limitation of the stream caster is to receive a 
reservation identification for the request. The Examiner identifies col. 19, lines 4-7 as showing 
this feature. The voucher ID is a "reservation identification" in the broad context claimed and 
the voucher ID is clearly received by the delivery server part of the Music Distribution Center 
relied upon to anticipate the claimed stream caster. 

The second limitation of the stream caster is the reception of the valid identification from 
the stream routing processor. As previously described, this feature is shown in col. col. 16, line 
66-col. 17, line 3 where the merchant server is transmitting valid (and invalid) media ID's to the 
content manager. 

The third limitation of the stream caster is a comparison of the reservation identification 
and the valid reservation identification to determine if the reservation identification is valid. 
After the content manager receives the valid media ID's from the merchant server, the content 
manager stores them in a transaction database as illustrated in col. 17, lines 35-54. The 
verification of the voucher ID, identified in col. 19, line 15 of Wiser is clearly a comparison of 
the voucher ID and the data about the media ID stored in the transaction database because col. 
19, lines 1 1 and 12 discuss how the content manager maps the voucher ID to the receipt token in 
the transaction database. This mapping disclosed by Wiser reads on the applicant's comparison. 
The manner in which the comparison is made is not limited by claim 1 in any specific manner. 
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Finally, the forth limitation of the stream caster is streaming the media to the viewer 
when the reservation is valid. This feature is clearly shown in col. 19, lines 38-43 and is 
performed by the delivery server of the Music Distribution Center. 

In response to the applicant's argument that the Examiner has not identified the switch in 
claim 10, the Examiner points out that the Examiner identified all of the limitations that the 
switch in claim 10 comprises and therefore has shown the claimed switch. The applicant must 
consider how the switch in the preamble of claim 10 is defined by the applicant's specification. 
The switch in the preamble of claim 10 is drawn to the Managed Media Switch disclosed by the 
applicant. This is not a packet switch as would commonly be known in the art but is instead 
nothing more than a nebulous box that houses elements such as switches as illustrated in 
the applicant's Figure 2 . The Managed Media Switch is not defined by the applicant in any 
limiting manner. The Examiner has shown how Wiser teaches a switch in the context of the 
preamble of claim 10. 

In response to the argument that Wiser does not teach a switch controller to monitor the 
stream caster and notify the stream routing processor of a status of the stream caster, the 
Examiner agrees that this argument is persuasive and the rejection is withdrawn. 

With respect to the rest of the applicant's arguments, they have been addressed in the 
revised mappings presented in this office action. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-17, 19,21-44, 45-58,60-101 and 107-134 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent Number 6,385,596 to Wiser et al. 

As to claim 1, Wiser teaches a system for streaming media to a viewer for a request for 
the media, the system comprising: a stream routing processor (merchant server 132) executing 
instructions to: receive reservation data comprising a valid reservation identification (col. 16, 
lines 44-48, the merchant server would receive both valid and non-valid requests from the 
user); and transmit the valid reservation identification (col. 16, line 66-col. 17, line 21); and a 
stream caster (the content manager 112 and delivery server 118 combine, in the form of the 
Music Distribution Center, to perform the functions of the claimed stream caster and 
therefore are a "stream caster" as defined by the applicant) to: receive a reservation 
identification for the request (col. 19, lines 4-7); receive the reservation data identifying the valid 
reservation identification from the stream routing processor (col. 16, line 66-col. 17, line 21); 
compare the reservation to the valid reservation identification to determine if the reservation is 
valid (col. 19, lines 11-32); and stream at least partially the media to the viewer when reservation 
identification is valid (col. 19, lines 38-43). 
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As to claim 10, Wiser teaches a stream routing processor (merchant server) executing 
instructions to: receive signaling inquiring if the switch can stream the requested media (col. 16, 
line 66-col. 17, line 5); determine if the switch is configured to stream the requested media (col. 
17, lines 6-21); and receive reservation data comprising a valid reservation identification when 
the switch is configured to stream the media (col. 17, lines 6-21). As to the rest of claim 10, it is 
rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 . 

As to claim 45, Wiser teaches the claimed information block (col. 8, lines 18-41 and 
figure 3) comprising a reservation identification (Voucher ID), an identification of streaming 
media (media ID) and at least one member of the group consisting of a presentation 
identification (media ID, the claim doesn't specify that the presentation ID is different from 
the media ID and the term presentation ID is not defined in a limiting manner by the 
applicant's disclosure), a media server identification (col. 8, line 25), a stream caster 
identification (this element is not required by the claimed because of the "at least one" 
language), a media player identification (the MAC of the media player) and a data packet path 
identification (this element is not required by the claimed because of the "at least one" 
language). 

As to claim 107, Wiser teaches the action of determining if a stream caster of the switch 
is configured to stream a requested media (col. 15, lines 1-9). The rest of the limitations of claim 
107 are rejected for the same reasoning as explained previously in this office action with respect 
to the rejections of claims 1 and 10. 

As to claim 130, Wiser teaches the action of terminating an attempted session to stream 
request media upon determining that the reservation identification is not valid (col. 17, lines 12- 



Application/Control Number: 09/766,278 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2442 

16). The rest of the limitations of claim 130 are rejected for the same reasoning as explained 
previously in this office action with respect to the rejections of claims 1 and 10. 

As to claim 131, see col. 17, lines 12-16, the message is returned to the merchant server 
in response to the merchant server's request. 

As to claim 132, Wiser teaches a method for streaming requested media from a switch 
(Music Distribution Center) comprising: receiving at a stream routing processor (content 
manager) signaling inquiring if the switch is configured to stream the requested media (col. 17, 
lines 7-9); determining at the stream routing processor if the switch is configured to stream the 
requested media, and, if so, acknowledging the inquiry (col. 17, lines 9-12); receiving 
reservation data at the stream routing processor (col. 17, lines 7-12), the reservation data 
comprising a valid reservation identification (col. 17, lines 36-54); receiving a reservation 
identification at a streaming device (delivery server) of the switch (col. 19, lines 1-7); 
comparing the reservation identification received at the streaming device to the valid reservation 
identification to determine if the reservation identification is valid (col. 19, lines 11-14); and 
streaming at least partially the requested media from the streaming device when the reservation 
identification is determined to be valid (col. 19, lines 33-43). 

As to claim 133, it is rejected according to the same interpretation as in the rejection of 
claim 132. 

As to claim 134, Wiser teaches the action of monitoring the streaming device and 
notifying the stream routing processor of a status of the streaming device (col. 15, lines 1-9). 
The rest of claim 134 is according to the same interpretation as in the rejection of claim 132. 
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The limitations of the dependent claims are rejected according to the cited embodiment of 
Wiser and corresponding disclosure related to the cited embodiment. Should the applicant have 
any questions about a particular limitation, the applicant is invited to telephone the Examiner at 
the number listed at the conclusion of this office action for clarification. It was not possible to 
present a more precise mapping in the time constraints required for examining an application 
given the time it took the Examiner to comprehend and consider the great variation in scopes of 
all nine independent claims. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 102 is allowed. 

Claims 18 and 20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
Wiser does not teach the state change claimed I claims 18 and 20 by the applicant nor is the 
limitation anticipated nor made obvious by the other prior art of record. Wiser reads on claims 
17 and 19 because these claims only broadly deal with requested media, but they do not relate 
the portion of media together. In other words, two separate requests in Wiser would read on the 
portions claimed in 17 and 19 but would not cover the state change of claims 18 and 20. 

With respect to claim 102, the applicant's arguments filed on 6/2/201 1 are persuasive. 
The prior art was not found to anticipate or make obvious the claimed switch controller in the 
context claimed in claim 102. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DOUGLAS BLAIR whose telephone number is (571)272-3893. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glen Burgess can be reached on (571) 272-3949. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Douglas B Blair/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2442 



